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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which 
forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this 
Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically 
disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the 
differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior 
art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at 
the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1, 4-7, 17-23, 27-29, 270-273 and 283-286 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Robinson et al, U.S. Patent No. 5,533,102 (hereinafter Robinson) 
in view of Bobo II, U.S. Patent No. 6,564,321 (hereinafter 
Bobo) . 

Regarding claim 1, Robinson discloses a call management 
system (10) comprising: 

at least one user position, comprising a computer 
workstation (14, Figures 1 and 4) and associated telephone 
apparatus (12, Figures 1 and 4) ; 

a call management computer (38+26, Figures 1 and 4); 



Application/Control Number: 09/360,719 Page 3 

Art Unit: 264 5 

a digital data network connecting the workstation of said 
at least one user position with said call management computer 
(Figure 4) ; 

said call management computer including means for 
intercepting an incoming call to said at least one user position 
(col. 7, lines 24-30); 

a storage means for storing at least one processing rule 
for determining how an intercepted call is to be processed (see 
Figure 5) ; 

means for determining that the intercepted call is for said 
at least one user position (col. 7, lines 24-30); 

means for interacting with the workstation of said at least 
one user position to determine how the intercepted call is to be 
processed (col. 7, lines 30-34 to col. 8, line 67); 

means for processing the call according to instructions 
received from the workstation of the user (columns 6-9 and 
Figures 3-8) ; 

means for allowing a user to modify the at least one 
processing rule (see Figure 7) ; 

wherein said call management computer includes means for 
identifying the calling party and (col. 8, line 52 and Figure 
5) . 
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wherein said at least one processing rule is selected based 
on at least one of the call type and the calling party (see 
Figure 5) . 

Note : Units 124, 126, 128, 130, 132 and 134 of Robinson are 
functionally equivalent to the claimed call -processing rules 
because these options determine how an intercepted call is to be 
processed. Because the called party may choose one of these 
options (122) , Robinson discloses the claimed selecting 
limitation . 

Further regarding claim 1, Robinson does not disclose said 
call management computer includes means for identifying a call 
type for the incoming call. However Bobo teaches this limitation 
(see abstract) . Therefore it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify Robinson with the identifying means taught by Bobo. This 
modification would have improved the versatility of Robinson by 
allowing the auto attendant system to receive various kinds of 
messages as suggested by Bobo. 

Regarding claim 4, see abstract of Bobo. 
Regarding claim 5, see abstract of Bobo. 
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Regarding claim 6, see abstract of Bobo. 
Regarding claim 7, see abstract of Bobo. 
Regarding claim 17, see abstract of Bobo. 
Regarding claim 18, see abstract of Bobo. 
Regarding claim' 19, see abstract of Bobo. 
Regarding claim 20, see abstract of Bobo. 
Regarding claim 21, see abstract of Bobo. 
Regarding claim 22, see abstract of Bobo. 
Regarding claim 23, see column 14 of Bobo. 
Regarding claim 27, see column 14 of Bobo. 
Regarding claim 28, see column 14 of Bobo. 
Regarding claim 29, see column 14 of Bobo. 
Regarding claim 270, see column 7 of Bobo. 
Regarding claim 271, see column 7 of Bobo. 
Regarding claim 272, see column 7 of Bobo. 
Regarding claim 273, see column 7 of Bobo. 
Regarding claim 283, see column 7 of Bobo. 
Regarding claim 2 84, see column 7 of Bobo. 
Regarding claim 2 85, see column 7 of Bobo. 
Regarding claim 2 86, see column 7 of Bobo. 



3. Claim 24 and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Robinson combined with Bobo in further 
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view of Klingman, U.S. Patent No. 5,721,729 (hereinafter 
Klingman) . 

Regarding claim 24, Robinson combined with Bobo does not 
disclose means for identifying said fax calls by detecting ISDN 
messages. However, Klingman discloses a means for identifying 
said fax calls by detecting ISDN messages (col. 10, lines 25- 
35) . Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to further 
modify Robinson combined with Bobo with a means for identifying 
fax calls by detecting ISDN messages as taught by Klingman. This 
modification would have improved the accuracy of Bobo by 
providing a universal call processing system that can detect and 
process all information types transmitted through a telephone 
line via an ISDN network. 

Claim 30 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 24. 

4. Claim 36 is rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Robinson combined with Bobo in further view of 
Monnot et al, U.S. Patent No. 5,432,618 (hereinafter Monnot) . 

Regarding claim 36, Robinson combined with Bobo does not 
disclose the limitation of, "a system wherein an identifying 
message is returned to the calling fax machine which confirms 
the identity of the called party" . Monot discloses this 
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limitation (see abstract) . Therefore it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to further modify Robinson combined with Bobo to 
include a system wherein an identifying message is returned to 
the calling fax machine which confirms the identity of the 
called party as taught by Monot . This modification would have 
improved the reliability of Bobo by allowing for the 
certification of fax transmissions. 

5. Claims 139 and 142-156 are rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Robinson combined with Bobo in 
further view of Pepe et al, U.S. Patent No. 5,742,905 
(hereinafter Pepe) . 

With respect to claim 13 9, Robinson combined with Bobo does 
not disclose the types of calls determine, at least in part, the 
at least one processing rule. However Pepe discloses this 
limitation (see col. 5, line 60 to col. 6, line 35). Therefore 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to further modify the 
combination of Robinson and Bobo with a system wherein the types 
of calls determine, at least in part, the at least one call 
processing rule as taught by Pepe. This modification would 
improved the flexibility of Robinson by allowing the user to 
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establish a set of rules that specify how the user is to be 
notified of various types of messages as suggested by Pepe (see 
col. 5, line 60 to col. 6, line 35). 

Regarding claim 142, see col. 5, line 60 to col. 6, line 35 
of Pepe . 

Regarding claim 143, see Figure 7 of Robinson. 

Regarding claim 144, see col. 5, line 60 to col. 6, line 35 
of Pepe. Also see Figure 7 of Robinson. 

Regarding claim 145, see col. 3, lines 15-25 of Pepe. Also 
see column 31 of Pepe. 

Regarding claim 146, see col. 3, lines 15-25 of Pepe. 

Regarding claim 147, see column 31 of Pepe. 

Regarding claim 148, see Figure 5 of Robinson. Also see 
col. 3, lines 15-25 of Pepe. 

Regarding claim 14 9, see Figure 5 of Robinson. Also see 
col. 3, lines 15-25 of Pepe. 

Regarding claim 150, see column 3 0 of Pepe. 

Regarding claim 152, see Figure 44 of Pepe. 

Regarding claim 153, see columns 29 and 30 of Pepe. Also 
see Figure 44 of Pepe. 

Regarding claim 154, see Figure 44 of Pepe. 

Regarding claim 155, see col. 5, line 60 to col. 6, line 35 
of Pepe . 
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Regarding claim 156, see col. 5, line 60 to col. 6, line 35 
of Pepe. Also see Figure 44 of Pepe. 

6. Claim 157 is rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Robinson combined with Bobo and Pepe in view 
of Kondo, U.S. Patent No. 5,490,205 (hereinafter Kondo) . 

Regarding claim 157, Robinson combined with Bobo and Pepe 
does not disclose the call processing rule specifies at least in 
part that a special ringing sound should be used for the call. 
However Kondo disclose a system wherein a call processing rule 
specifies at least in part that a special ringing sound should 
be used for a call (col. 1, lines 50-60) . Therefore it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to further modify Robinson combined 
with Bobo and Pepe to include a system wherein a call processing 
rule specifies at least in part that a special ringing sound 
should be used for a call as taught by Kondo. This modification 
would have improved the cumulative features of the system by 
allowing a user to know whether or not a caller is important to 
him. 

7. Claim 151 is rejected under 35 U-S.C § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Robinson combined with Bobo and Pepe in 
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further view of Norris et al, U.S. Patent Application 
Publication No. 2002/0080776 (hereinafter Norris) . 

Regarding claim 151, the combination of Robinson, Bobo and 
Pepe fails to teach the other destination is a destination on 
the Internet. All the same, Norris teaches this limitation (see 
abstract) . Therefore it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
further modify the combination of Robinson, Bobo and Pepe with a 
system wherein the other destination is a destination on the 
Internet as taught by Norris. This modification would allow for 
calls to be received via an Internet Phone as suggested by 
Norris . 

Response to Arguments 

8. Applicant alleges Robinson does not teach selecting a 
processing rule based on the call type and the calling party. 
However Applicant's claims do not recite selecting a processing 
rule based on the call type and the calling party. Applicant 
broadly claims said at least one processing rule is selected 
based on at least one of the call type and the calling party. 
Because Robinson discloses said processing rule is selected 
based on the caller, Robinson discloses said at least one 
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processing rule is selected based on at least one of the call 
type and the calling party. 

Citation of Pertinent Prior Art 

9. McKendry et al, U.S. Patent No. 5,768,356 (hereinafter 
McKendry) is considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 
McKendry teaches at least one call processing rule is selected 
based on the call type (abstract) and the calling party (col. 
31, lines 1-5) . McKendry further teaches a pre-programmed call 
management computer (100) selects the call-processing rule. 

Conclusion 

10. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a) . 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is 
set to expire THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. 
In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the 
mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened 
statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will 
expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated 
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from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than 
SIX MONTHS from the date of this final act ion . 
10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier 
communications from the examiner should be directed to Olisa 
Anwah whose telephone number is 571-272-7533. The examiner can 
normally be reached on Monday to Friday from 8.30 AM to 6 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are 
unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Fan Tsang can be 
reached on 571-272-7547. The fax phone numbers for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned 
are 703-872-9314 for regular communications and 703-872-9314 for 
After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status 
of this application or proceeding should be directed to the 
receptionist whose telephone number is 703-305-3900. 



o-A. 




Olisa Anwah 
Patent Examiner 
April 7, 2005 



